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dependent variables related to the topic of student choice of subject
matter within specified courses. The dependent variakles discussed
are: attitudes, personality, pacing, achievement, future choices, and
varied instructional outputs. .Personality has never been used as a
dependent variable in any research and therefore is only suggested as
a possibiiity for future research, as are the variables of future

~ choices and instructional outputs. Achievement, as might be expected,
is mixed with regard to experimental and control groups and no
positive statement can be made either way. However, research has been
conducted using student attitudes toward and student pacingy of work..
student attitudes are more often positive and least often negative if
the students are given choices of coursework. In exper:.ments
concerning pac:.ng, it has been proven that students, given a certain
amount of woriz to be completed in a specified amount of time, are
able tc pace themselves to complete that work. A list of references

is included. (HS)
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Although it is evident that there has been little systematic
investigation of the effects of student self-selection, sevaral
aspects of that toplx. appear to present interes ting, important
avenues for further investigation. iIhe possrole dependent variables

I would like to suggest this afternoon include the followings

attitudes, personality, pacing, achievement, future choices and

varied instructional outputs.

Gf the limited amount of wor‘;{ with student choice tnat has

~ been done, the bulk of it seems to be in the area of attitude change.

Illustrative of such studies are the data shown in figures one and

'two.v These data are based on attitude questionnaire responses
completed b: students in four educational psychology classes, two
of which were allowed to select all of their assignments from an

‘ . 6
array of about two hundred possibilities and the other two which

A
weregiven t‘ixed assignments from the array) ivith no opportunity .
for Self-seleotion. fhe data in Figure vne are tallles made of the
number of positive and nogatlve comments made bv stadents under‘
each of these condltions on ‘an anonymous senter'ce complet\on quest-—

1onnaire.‘ (‘hl squares between groups on responses to all four

‘sentence completion items are significant at beyond the .Ol level.‘_ L

~ Insert Figure One about heref

- fhe data in l‘ivure Two are summaries of responses of students

“-fin tne rame four classos described above to a machlne scored.
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muitiple choice evaluation instrument cummonly used at Purdue'
University Calumet Campus.. rhe studénts are to rate the‘instructor
on a scale of A-2 (A represents "excellent.f 1 reoresentﬂ "very
poor.") i'ae nine 1tmng shown in Figure Iwo are & &uoset of the
twenty-seven items on the queStionnaire —..d are believed to be
representative of responses to all the‘items; \Thnugh the'student
.responses to the first three items, which telatetcspecific aspects
of the instructor’s behaviur.'are quite similar for students ziven
choice and for students not given'choice. the ratings differ

dramatically on the other six items. Ratings by‘the students who

~were allowed to choose their work form a J-curve while ratings by

stufonts who were not permitted choices tended to approximate a

normal distribution.

Insert Figure TWQ about here
These data are generally in keeping with the findings of -
others (Davis. 1971; Entin, 1970; Miller.‘l970)'who report that
students who are‘givenfChoices within a course rate the course,

the instructor, and even the subject matter highly. A fruitful'

| area for further investigation. however, would certainly béto-

‘diqcover whethpr opnortunlties to make ch01ces within a,coursé‘

'would actually result in increased approach tendencies toward the
subgect~matter of that-course-after the course has been concluded.'

Those student ch01ce studles whicn have dealt W1tn personalityfjf

jfaotors have usually held them to be the independent aather than
~ the dependant variables."tThis appears to be. unfortunate since the-ju;u

'”'npér onallty factors are probably more enduring elements of an ‘

1ndivxdual's llfe than one. or even severAl. ch01ces.f fhe effectb
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investigation.

of ehoires within courses on individual students porsonalltlns,
if known, could rr1ve teachers and professors subgtantlvo fu1ddnco

‘on how to achieve the affective goals of their instruction.

>everal recsntly developed 1nstruotlonal systems. for examplo

Kellar's (10'?), nermit the student to gatect his own work rate.

A commonly heard retort to this prooedure is that the students Wlll

oimply set their pace at zero and never learn anything. wwnerous

userg of heller s P.3.1., gystem (P.o.I. mewslettor, 1971, 1971. 1972)
attest to the inaccuracy of that dire prediction. 1In & stuuy of my
own, students were given fourteen as signments for a fourtpen Neek

semester. The assignmants were consecutlve and each had to be done

'ccrfectly before the next one would be acceoted. No schedule was

imposed on the students, however. it was suggested that they mivht

find it convenlont to do one assignment per week. Data on student

performance on thib task are summarized in Figure Dhree. Phough

there was con31derable variabllity in work rate dmong studenta; the

avera.ge performance closely aporox1mated the sug gested pace and no

student falled to complete the work by the otated deadline. More‘
intnrestiny than continued debate over whether students will or will

not properly manage their time when allowed to ohoose thElP work

- rate would be an examination of the effactb of choice of work rate
on subsequent self-paclng behaV1or. 1t seems p0331ble that ch01ce .

~of work rate.might result,in reater efficiency 1n learnlnb 31m11ar
vvmaterial*in the future,‘ Such‘a:possibllity appedrs worthy of

'3-. N ..,,-""“
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jjcpportunity to “hOObD 1nformation, medid, ebc. w1111n a coursey”
‘~lwould res ult in the studeats ouildlns more effectlve learninp,,'”
”J[strabc ic’.~ vho obv1ous value of the d1 covery of sucn a relatlon—,7

l-Qbhio. shouli 1t nx1st, n1Wht well mahe this a hlgh prlorlty proulem

studies of the effects of student choilce on achievement have

met with varied results. ﬁaighiand SOhmidt (1950) found thav thoush
studense in learner centered claéves Hpnarally achieved less well

than students in teacher c»nterui OldeQS. this dlflerpnc Jiuupybdred
Nhnn studenus wore allowed to select whizh of the two types of

clageas they wishcdlto taie, Guetzkow, delly, and seaglichie (1954),
however, founﬂ‘no‘differences‘in achievément between'Students who

were given their choice of thrée different teachinz methods and
otUdPnto who were ranlomly du&aned to a Teacnihz method. Studiés |
like either of these should ha 1ntcrpretci Nlth @xtaume cautlon |
when 00nsid rin" them Ag results of manlpulutlon of Lre ln*eoendent
variable, a choice selection system. In such studles. the student
ﬁas given only;one choicd&nd gver that‘was_given many months”priof
to the 2c hiovement asses@went. Thus, what wag initially = choide

became & requirement on all but the flr t meetiny of the course, If

‘-r

ol 2 has important exferts on student achlevemcnt. 1t may be

')

L] -

necessary thatfthﬁ 8t ent's opportunlty to mako a on01ce be oonm-

tlﬁually 1Vdildh30 to hln. fromising sfudleq oUCh as urubb's (&7 633

d learner controlled tistics Should_be replicated
with an eye toward'GStablishinv the generality of the effect.adrossr‘
a var*etv of presentntlon nedid. |

Onn area of student chomce remearch whlch io. dpparently.

‘un pned 1 the effeot of on01ce on luture oh0031ng.g lhough.

prevmously notnd, most suudlaw have not prov1dei for enough

e h01res to oﬂr itur these p0951biliti 28, i vis possible that the' o %

"“l;fl
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for further study.
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stimulating in- increased my skills makes me feel that
tellectual “in thinking i belong
curiosity | |

DG oBA
motivates me to
d0 my best

BD 6 B A Jo0D o A
interest in me as  the extent to which
an individual I feel I am learning

" $—x groupe allowed choices
 k---= groups allowed no choices




assignments completed
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nonformity to suggested Jue Jawes for Assignments

Figure 3

o
<o

L 2 3 4% 5 6 7 8 910111213 L4
weeks elapsed | | o .

k- ——X average nunber completed

——X sugzested number completed
%---«X range of completions




